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BEAM Circuit Judge.

Maurice W1 son appeal s the district court's* affirnmance of the
Social Security Adm nistration's denial of benefits. Because we
find the district court's decision is supported by substantial
evidence in the record as a whole, we affirm

BACKGROUND

In early 1992, Wlson filed for disability insurance benefits
and supplenental security inconme benefits. The benefits were
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denied initially and on reconsi deration. W]Ison then requested and
was given a hearing in front of an adm nistrative |aw judge (ALJ).
The ALJ deni ed benefits and the Appeal s Council denied review.

At the time of the hearing, WIlson was 56 years old and had a
ni nt h-grade educati on. He suffers from hypertension, diabetes
nmel litus, hypoglycem a, ulcers, |ower back pain, chest pain, and a
hernia. WIson had previously worked in a w ndow factory making
wi ndows and doors, and later in the shipping and receiving
department doi ng mainly paperwork. He had al so worked as a w ndow
sal esman for a contracting firm The evidence shows that W] son
was laid off from the shipping and receiving position and
voluntarily left the sal es position.

Wl son testified that, on a scale of one to ten with ten being
t he nost severe, his back pain qualified as an eight. He further
testified that he could not sit for long periods of time, yet he
drives to visit relatives over 190 mles away, stopping every 75
mles or so for short breaks. Simlarly, WIson clained he was
unable to |ift heavy objects, yet he carries groceries hone from
the store and can easily |ift a ten pound bag of potatoes.
Wl son's nost recent treating physician, Dr. Marybeth Donica,
opi ned that although Wl son did not suffer from chronic pain, he
was neverthel ess disabled due to |iver disease.

O WIlson's nunerous all eged nmedical problens, the ALJ found
di abetes nellitus, hypertension, and ulcers were the only
i mpai rments supported by the record. The ALJ found these probl ens
were under control at the time of the hearing, according to
Wlson's own testinmony, through a conbination of diet and
medi cati on. The ALJ further found that WI son had not inforned his
treating physician of his back pain. In fact, the ALJ found no
conplaints of or treatnment for back pain in the record.



W son asserts the ALJ inproperly discounted his subjective
conpl aints of pain, ignored the opinion of his treating physician,
and erred in finding he was able to return to his past relevant
wor K.

1. DI SCUSSI ON

Qur task on review is to determ ne whether the denial of
benefits is supported by substantial evidence in the record as a
whol e. Rappoport v. Sullivan, 942 F.2d 1320, 1322 (8th Cir. 1991).
To do so, we nust evaluate the evidence in the record which
supports the ALJ's decision as well as that which detracts fromit.
See Turley v. Sullivan, 939 F.2d 524, 528 (8th Cr. 1991).

W son asserts that the ALJ erred when he rejected WIson's
subj ective conplaints of disabling back pain. See Pol aski V.
Heckl er, 739 F.2d 1320, 1322 (8th G r. 1984) (listing factors for
consi deration in evaluating subjective conplaints of pain).®> An

ALJ may not disregard a claimant's subjective conplaints of pain
sol ely because they are not fully supported by objective nedical
evi dence, but may properly discount the subjective conplaints if
i nconsi stencies exist in the record as a whole. [d.; Mrciniak v.
Shal ala, 49 F. 3d 1350, 1354 (8th Cr. 1995). The record is full of
such i nconsi stenci es.

W agree with the ALJ that WIlson's conplaints of disabling
back pain are inconsistent with his failure to take prescription
pain medications or to seek nedical treatnment for his synptons.
Wl son's extensive daily activities are al so inconsistent with his
subj ective conplaints of pain. Al though daily activities al one do

The Polaski factors include: (1) daily activities of
claimant, (2) frequency, duration and intensity of pain, (3)
preci pitating and aggravating factors of pain, (4) effectiveness of
pain nedication and side effects therefrom (5) functional
restrictions pain places on claimnt. Polaski, 739 F.2d at 1322.
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not disprove disability, they are a factor to consider in
eval uati ng subj ective conplaints of pain. Russell v. Sullivan, 950
F.2d 542, 545 (8th Cr. 1991). Sinply put, there was little
evi dence to support the degree of pain alleged.

Wl son also argues that the ALJ ignored the opinion of his
treating physician, Dr. Donica, that WIlson was disabled due to

liver disease. That opinion was not supported by any nedica
evidence in the record. In fact, WIson hinself made no such claim
in his applications for benefits. Al t hough the opinion of a

treating physician is entitled to great weight, Chanberlain v.
Shalala, 47 F.3d 1489, 1494 (8th Cir. 1995) (citing Ward v.
Heckl er, 786 F.2d 844, 846 (8th Cir. 1986)), such an opinion is not
concl usive and nust be supported by nedically acceptable clinical
or diagnostic data. Barrett v. Shalala, 38 F.3d 1019, 1023 (8th
Cir. 1994). Because this record contains no such support, the ALJ
properly discounted the treating physician's opinion.

A five-step analysis exists for evaluating a claimant's
application for disability benefits. See 20 C.F.R 8§ 404.1520(a)-
(f). Those steps require the claimant to show that he: (1) is not
engaged i n substantial gainful activity; (2) has a nedically severe
i mpai rment  which precludes engaging in substantial gainful
activity; or (3) has an inpairnent which neets the listing in the
regul ations; (4) is unable to return to past rel evant work; and (5)
is unable to engage in other positions which exist in significant
nunber s t hroughout the national econony.

As the ALJ found, WIson has not denonstrated that he has a
nmedi cal ly severe inpairnent. O WIson's nunerous all eged nedi cal
probl ens, diabetes nellitus, hypertension, and ulcers are the only
i mpai rments supported by nedical evidence in the record. WIson



conceded these problens were controllable by diet and nedication.?®
Accordingly, they cannot be considered disabling. Stout v.
Shalala, 988 F.2d 853, 855 (8th Cir. 1993).

The ALJ further found that WIlson's inpairnents were not
severe enough to prevent himfromreturning to his past relevant
wor k. W1 son concedes that he is able to return to his past
position in the shipping and receiving departnent at the w ndow
factory, but contends that such work does not constitute "past
relevant work” within the neaning of the statute because the
position no | onger exists. 42 U S.C. § 423(d)(2)(A).* There is no
requi renent that a particular job exist in the national econony in
significant nunbers in order to constitute "past relevant work."
See Rater v. Chater, No. 95-1654, slip op. at 6 (8th Cr. January
10, 1996); Social Security Ruling 82-61. Furthernore, the ALJ al so
found that WIlson could return to the sales position. The ALJ's
conclusion that WIson was capable of returning to his past
rel evant work was supported by substantial evidence in the record
as a whol e.

The record also contains numerous opinions by doctors,
including Wlson's treating physician Dr. Donica, that WIson's
ailments were "under control” at the tine of their respective
exam nati ons.

“Thi s concession was made at the hearing. A vocational expert
also testified that Wlson would be able to return to his past
work. W1 son argues that the hypothetical posed to the vocati onal
expert was inadequate as it failed to include WIson's disabling
pai n. The hypothetical was sufficient, however, because it set
forth all inpairnments found credi ble by the ALJ. House v. Shal al a,
34 F.3d 691, 694 (8th Cr. 1994). Furthernore, the testinony of
the vocational expert was not necessary for the ALJ's decision
because the ALJ found WIlson could return to his past relevant
wor k. Vocational expert testinony is normally only necessary when
det erm ni ng whet her other work in which the claimant coul d engage
is available in the national econony. Wngert v. Bowen, 894 F.2d
296, 298 (8th GCr. 1990).
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I11. CONCLUSI ON

Because the decision to deny social security benefits to
Wl son is supported by substantial evidence in the record as a
whol e, we affirm
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